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ABSTRACT 
 
This study examines the rhetorical practice of two rhetorical letters
1
 
(Letter to Themistius the philosopher and Letter to the Senate and the People 
of Athens) written by Flavius Claudius Julian
2
 the emperor. Its purpose is to 
describe the way that Julian organizes the texts' coherence and intertextuality 
and draw conclusions about the text, the context of the letters and Julian’s 
political character. 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Julian in an attempt to find supporters and legitimize his political ideology 
writes to the Athenians as they have a broad knowledge of their forefathers' 
philophical and political background. It was written in Illyricum in 361, when 
Julian was on the march against Constantius, and is the chief authority for the 
events that led to his elevation to the Imperial rank. Julian writes to the 
Athenians of the fourth Christian century as though they still possessed the 
influence and standards of their forefathers. He was well known at Athens, 
where he had studied before his elevation to the Caesarship and he was 
anxious to clear himself in the eyes of the citizens. For the first time he 
ventures to speak the truth about Constantius and to describe the latter's 
ruthless treatment of his family (Wright 1998: 241). His main purpose is to 
promote himself defining the opponent's negative qualities. 
On the strength of his Aristotelian “Paraphrases” Themistius may be 
called a scholar, though hardly a philosopher as he himself claimed. 
Technically he was a Sophist: that is to say he gave public lectures 
(ἐπηδείμεηο), wrote exercises after the Sophistic pattern and went on 
embassies, which were entrusted to him solely on account of his persuasive 
charm. But he insisted that he was no Sophist, because he took no fees and 
styled himself a practical philosopher. He was indifferent to the Neo-Platonic 
philosophy, and, since Constantius made him a Senator, he cannot have 
betrayed any zeal for the Pagan religion. From Julian's Pagan restoration he 
                                                     
1
 For the text of these letters see Wright (1998). 
2
 For more information about his life see Athanassiadi (1992), Baker-Brian & 
Tougher (2012), Bouffartigue (1992), Fouquet (1985), Smith (1995), Tougher (2007). 
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seems to have held aloof, and, though Julian had been his pupil, probably at 
Nicomedia, he did not appoint him to any office. Under the Christian Emperor 
Theodosius he held a prefecture. There is no evidence for a positive coolness, 
such as Zeller assumes, between Themistius and Julian, and we know too little 
of their relations to assert with some critics that the respectful tone of this 
letter is ironical. It was probably written after Julian had become Emperor, 
though there is nothing in it that would not suit an earlier date; it is sometimes 
assigned to when Julian was still Caesar. The quotations from Aristotle are 
appropriately addressed to Themistius as an Aristotelian commentator (Wright 
1998: 200-201). In the second letter, we see a different Julian who seems to 
have lost his confidence even though he gained the throne and became 
emperor; he may feel embarrassed as he must fulfill his duties and change the 
social and political situation in the Empire.   
In the present paper, the rhetorical
3
 practice of these letters is going to be 
examined by adopting some models. Julian's political letters will be examined 
according to lines of discourse analysis as language practice proposed by 
Fairclough (1992:78-87), which are: a) the force of speech, (ex. speech acts to 
persuade, to denounce, to compliment etc.), b) the coherence
4
 of the text (ex. 
rhetorical relations) and c) intertextuality
5
, namely the incorporation of other 
texts in each letter.  
The coherence of Julian's letters will be analyzed through the Mann & 
Thompson Rhetorical Structure Theory (1988), in order to draw conclusions 
about the communicative goal of these letters. For this reason, Hymes (1974) 
context theoretical model and Searle's categorization
6
 (1969; 1979; 1994; 
                                                     
3
 For rhetorical practice in Byzantium see Hunger (1978). 
4
 For more information about coherence see de Beaugrande & Dressler (1981), Mann 
& Thompson (1986∙ 1988), Hoey (1993) and Winter (1977). Mann and Thompson 
(1986·1988) and Mann et al. (1992) propose some rhetorical relations (circumstances, 
solutionhood, elaboration, cause, result, purpose, condition, interpretation, evaluation, 
restatement, summary, sequence, contrast, motivation, antithesis, background, 
enablement, evidence, justify, concession, joint) expressed in any kind of text. These 
relations can describe the speakers' rhetorical organization in a different way, as the 
Rhetorical Structure Theory can focus on the rhetorical goal of the text combining the 
total of its relations. These relations are divided into two spans: nucleus and satellite 
or nucleus and nucleus. The role of the context
 
and the speech acts can also play 
important role in the interpretation of the choice of the certain rhetorical relations in 
each text. The functions of these rhetorical relations are a product of the speaker's 
intentionality and give the opportunity to the hearer to discover how the parts of this 
text can be combined with each other for a certain purpose.  
5
 For more information about intertextuality see de Beaugrande & Dressler (1981), 
Bakhtin (1981· 1986·1993), Kristeva (1980), Riffaterre (1978·1983·1990). 
6
 For Searle (1969; 1979; 1994; 1996a, b) we have assertive speech acts: speech acts 
that commit a speaker to the truth of the expressed proposition, directive speech acts: 
speech acts that are to cause the hearer to take a particular action, commissive speech 
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1996a, b) about speech acts are adopted. For the study of  intertextuality 
through an approach of Critical Discourse Analysis
7
 the Discourse 
Representation proposed by Fairclough (1992), Caldas-Coulthard (1997)  and  
Alexandropoulos (2012) models are adopted in order to find the new 
functions that texts acquire when they are incorporated into the new texts.  
The above methodology is going to give us the opportunity to draw some 
conclusions about the way that Julian uses his speech in order to achieve his 
communicative goal, to persuade and legitimize his choices until then. 
 
2. COHERENCE: RHETORICAL RELATIONS 
 
Julian as a political speaker organises his political thought in a certain way 
in order to persuade and create political groups that will follow him. In this 
study we concetrate on some rhetorical relations that contribute to  Julian's 
communicative goal and express his ideology. 
 
(1) ἄξμνκαη δὲ ἀπὸ η῵λ πξνγόλσλ πξ῵ηνλ η῵λ ἐκαπηνῦ (N). Καὶ ὅηη κὲλ 
ηὰ πξὸο παηξὸο ἡκῖλ ἐληεῦζελ ὅζελπεξ θαὶ Κσλζηαληίῳ ηὰ πξὸο παηξὸο 
ὥξκεηαη, θαλεξόλ. ηὼ γὰξ ἡκεηέξσ παηέξε γεγόλαηνλ ἀδειθὼ παηξόζελ. νὕησ 
δὲ πιεζίνλ ἡκ᾵ο ὄληαο ζπγγελεῖο ὁ θηιαλζξσπόηαηνο νὗηνο βαζηιεὺο νἷα 
εἰξγάζαην, ἓμ κὲλ ἀλεςηνὺο ἐκνῦ ηε θαὶ ἑαπηνῦ, παηέξα δὲ ηὸλ ἐκόλ, ἑαπηνῦ 
δὲ ζεῖνλ, θαὶ πξνζέηη θνηλὸλ ἕηεξνλ ηὸλ πξὸο παηξὸο ζεῖνλ ἀδειθόλ ηε ἐκὸλ 
ηὸλ πξεζβύηαηνλ ἀθξίηνπο θηείλαο, ἐκὲ δὲ θαὶ ἕηεξνλ ἀδειθὸλ ἐκὸλ ἐζειήζαο 
κὲλ θηεῖλαη, ηέινο δὲ ἐπηβαιὼλ θπγήλ, ἀθ̓ ἧο ἐκὲ κὲλ ἀθ῅θελ, ἐθεῖλνλ δὲ ὀιίγῳ 
πξόηεξνλ η῅ο ζθαγ῅ο ἐμέδπζε ηὸ ηνῦ Καίζαξνο ὄλνκα, ηί κε δεῖ λῦλ ὥζπεξ ἐθ 
ηξαγῳδίαο ηὰ ἄξξεηα ἀλακεηξεῖζζαη; κεηεκέιεζε γὰξ αὐηῶ, θαζί, θαὶ ἐδήρζε 
δεηλ῵ο, ἀπαηδίαλ ηε ἐληεῦζελ λνκίδεηδπζηπρεῖλ, ηά ηε ἐο ηνὺο πνιεκίνπο ηνὺο 
Πέξζαο νὐθ εὐηπρ῵ο πξάηηεηλ ἐθ ηνύησλ ὑπνιακβάλεη. ηαῦηα ἐζξύινπλ νἱ πεξὶ 
ηὴλ αὐιὴλ ηόηε θαὶ ηὸλ καθαξίηελ ἀδειθὸλ ἐκὸλ Γάιινλ, ηνῦην λῦλ πξ῵ηνλ 
ἀθνύνληα ηὸ ὄλνκα. θηείλαο γὰξ αὐηὸλ παξὰ ηνὺο λόκνπο νὐδὲ η῵λ παηξῴσλ 
κεηαιαρεῖλ εἴαζε ηάθσλ νὐδὲ η῅ο εὐαγνῦο ἠμίσζε κλήκεο (S). (First I will 
begin with my ancestors (N). That on the father's side I am descended from 
the same stock as Constantius on his father's side is well known. Our fathers 
were brothers, sons of the same father. And close kinsmen as we were, how 
this most humane Emperor treated us! Six of my cousins and his, and my 
father who was his own uncle and also another uncle of both of us on the 
                                                                                                                              
acts: speech acts that commit a speaker to some future action,  expressive speech acts: 
speech acts that express the speaker's attitudes and emotions towards the proposition 
and declarations: speech acts that change the reality in accord with the proposition of 
the declaration. 
7
 For Critical Discourse Analysis see van Dijk (1999
.2001), Fairclough (1992·2000), 
Fairclough & Wodak (1997). 
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father's side, and my eldest brother, he put to death without a trial; and as for 
me and my other brother, he intended to put us to death but finally inflicted 
exile upon us; and from that exile he released me, but him he stripped of the 
title of Caesar just before he murdered him. But why should I “recount,” as 
though from some tragedy, “all these unspeakable horrors?” For he has 
repented, I am told, and is stung by remorse; and he thinks that his unhappy 
state of childlessness is due to those deeds, and his ill success in the Persian 
war he also ascribes to that cause. This at least was the gossip of the court at 
the time and of those who were about the person of my brother Gallus of 
blessed memory, who is now for the first time so styled. For after putting him 
to death in defiance of the laws he neither suffered him to share the tombs of 
his ancestors nor granted him a pious memory (S).) 
  (Letter to the Senate and the People of Athens 270c-271a) 
 
In example (1) Julian uses the rhetorical relation of the elaboration
8
. In the 
nucleus
9
 (with a commissive speech act: ἄξμνκαη δὲ ἀπὸ η῵λ πξνγόλσλ 
πξ῵ηνλ η῵λ ἐκαπηνῦ) Julian claims that he is going to expose some details 
about his origins. Even though his origin is known to the Senate and the 
People of Athens, he reminds them of some elements in order to take them in 
consideration and keep them in their mind during his speech. In the satellite
10
 
Julian exposes some details about the way that Constantius behaved to him in 
the past. We actually note that Julian uses the repetition of some words such 
as παηξὸο, παηέξε, παηξόζελ, ζεῖνλ etc, as he wants to give emphasis to his 
relationship with Constantius. Besides this, he tries to give emphasis on the 
negative aspects of Constantius' character as he killed a lot of relatives, among 
them Julian's father, in order to gain the throne. Julian reveals through the 
repetition (θαὶ πξνζέηη θνηλὸλ ἕηεξνλ ηὸλ πξὸο παηξὸο ζεῖνλ ἀδειθόλ ηε ἐκὸλ 
ηὸλ πξεζβύηαηνλ ἀθξίηνπο θηείλαο, ἐκὲ δὲ θαὶ ἕηεξνλ ἀδειθὸλ ἐκὸλ ἐζειήζαο 
κὲλ θηεῖλαη) Constantius' plan about his murder. He also uses irony with an 
adjective of evaluative character in superlative degree (ὁ θηιαλζξσπόηαηνο 
νὗηνο βαζηιεὺο) as he wants to castigate Constantius' behaviour. Julian 
through a directive speech act in the question (ηί κε δεῖ λῦλ ὥζπεξ ἐθ 
ηξαγῳδίαο ηὰ ἄξξεηα ἀλακεηξεῖζζαη;) displays that he is in a difficult situation 
and does not know how to deal with what happened to him. As a 
consequence, it could be said that this relation is used by the rhetorical 
producer as a background to public mind for his following argumentations 
and operates in a supportive way for Julian's promotion; it seems that giving 
emphasis on negative qualities of his opponent, he gives emphasis on his 
                                                     
8
 In the rhetorical relation of elaboration the nucleus give us basic information and the 
satellite additional information. 
9
 Nucleus (N) is the more central span in a text. 
10
 Satellite (S) is the less central one in a text. 
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positive character qualities, such as the magnanimity and respect to political 
hierarchy.  
 
(2) νὐθ ἀξθεζζεὶο ἐγὼ ηῶ ηνηνύηῳ, βιέπσλ δὲ πξὸο ηὸ δηάθνξνλ ηνῦ 
ηξόπνπ θαὶ θαηαλόεζαο ηῶ κὲλ ἄγαλ αὐηὸλ πηζηεύνληα, ηῶ δὲ νὐδ̓ ὅισο 
πξνζέρνληα, η῅ο δεμη᾵ο αὐηνῦ θαὶ η῵λ γνλάησλ ἁςάκελνο (S). Τνύησλ, ἔθελ, 
νὐδείο ἐζηί κνη ζπλήζεο νὐδὲ γέγνλελ ἔκπξνζζελ. ἐπηζηάκελνο δὲ αὐηνὺο ἐθ 
θήκεο, ζνῦ θειεύζαληνο, ἑηαίξνπο ἐκαπηνῦ θαὶ θίινπο λνκίδσ, ηνῖο πάιαη 
γλσξίκνηο ἐπ̓ ἴζεο ηηκ῵λ. νὐ κὴλ δίθαηνλ ἢ ηνύηνηο ἐπηηεηξάθζαη ηὰ ἐκὰ ἢ ηὰ 
ηνύησλ ἡκῖλ ζπγθηλδπλεῦζαη. ηί νὖλ ἱθεηεύσ; γξαπηνὺο ἡκῖλ δὸο ὥζπεξ 
λόκνπο, ηίλσλ ἀπέρεζζαη ρξὴ θαὶ ὅζα πξάηηεηλ ἐπηηξέπεηο. δ῅ινλ γάξ, ὅηη ηὸλ 
κὲλ πεηζόκελνλ ἐπαηλέζεηο, ηὸλ δὲ ἀπεηζνῦληα θνιάζεηο, εἰ θαὶ ὅ,ηη κάιηζηα 
λνκίδσ κεδέλα ἀπεηζήζεηλ (N). (And since I was not satisfied with such an 
arrangement and saw how his manner to them varied, for I observed that he 
trusted one of them too much and paid no attention at all to the other (S), I 
clasped his right hand and his knees and said: “I have no acquaintance with 
any of these men nor have had in the past. But I know them by report, and 
since you bid me I regard them as my comrades and friends and pay them as 
much respect as I would to old acquaintances. Nevertheless it is not just that 
my affair's should be entrusted to them or that their fortunes should be 
hazarded with mine. What then is my petition? Give me some sort of written 
rules as to what I must avoid and what you entrust to me to perform. For it is 
clear that you will approve of him who obeys you and punish him who is 
disobedient, though indeed I am very sure that no one will disobey you (N).”) 
   (Letter to the Senate and the People of Athens 282ab) 
 
In the above example Julian uses the rhetorical relation of justification
11
 as 
to explain the reasons that lead him to do certain things concerning empire 
strategy. As Julian could not trust anyone of the officers that Constantius gave 
to him, he decided to ask for certain orders so as to avoid any kind of rumours 
from detractors. In the nucleus Julian uses representative speech acts through 
the causative particles (νὐθ ἀξθεζζεὶο and θαηαλόεζαο) so as to summarize 
the reasons (mostly Constantius' changeability) that lead him to do what he 
describes in the nucleus. The nucleus with direct speech gives all the 
information about what he did; in this part of discourse he uses mostly 
directive speech acts (ηί νὖλ ἱθεηεύσ; γξαπηνὺο ἡκῖλ δὸο ὥζπεξ λόκνπο, ηίλσλ 
ἀπέρεζζαη ρξὴ θαὶ ὅζα πξάηηεηλ ἐπηηξέπεηο.) so as to motivate Constantius to 
do what he wants. The direct speech
12
 dramatizes the situation and operates as 
                                                     
11
 In the nucleus of this relation we have the basic text and in the satellite we have 
some information supporting the writer’s right to express the previous part of a text. 
12
 For more functions about the use of direct speech see Mayes (1990), Holt 
(1996
.
2000). 
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evidence for the persuasiveness of Julian's assertions.  Last but not least, it is 
also worth mentioning that Julian uses this rhetorical relation as a means to 
promote himself and give emphasis on his character's positive aspects. In this 
way, we inform that Constantius has changeability in his decisions instead of 
Julian who has certain goals, has self-awareness, respects political hierarchy 
and cares about the empire. 
 
(3) ἖γώ ζνη βεβαη῵ζαη κέλ, ὥζπεξ νὖλ γξάθεηο, ηὰο ἐιπίδαο θαὶ ζθόδξα 
εὔρνκαη, δέδνηθα δὲ κὴ δηακάξησ, κείδνλνο νὔζεο η῅ο ὑπνζρέζεσο, ἣλ ὑπὲξ 
ἐκνῦ πξόο ηε ηνὺο ἄιινπο ἅπαληαο θαὶ ἔηη κ᾵ιινλ πξὸο ζεαπηὸλ πνηῆ. θαί 
κνη πάιαη κὲλ νἰνκέλῳ πξόο ηε ηὸλ Ἀιέμαλδξνλ θαὶ ηὸλ Μάξθνλ, θαὶ εἴ ηηο 
ἄιινο γέγνλελ ἀξεηῆ δηαθέξσλ, εἶλαη ηὴλ ἅκηιιαλ θξίθε ηηο πξνζῄεη θαὶ δένο 
ζαπκαζηόλ, κὴ ηνῦ κὲλ ἀπνιείπεζζαη παληει῵ο η῅ο ἀλδξείαο δόμσ, ηνῦ δὲ 
η῅ο ηειείαο ἀξεη῅ο νὐδὲ ἐπ̓ ὀιίγνλ ἐθίθσκαη. εἰο ηαῦηα ἀθνξ῵λ ἀλεπεηζόκελ 
ηὴλ ζρνιὴλ ἐπαηλεῖλ, θαὶ η῵λ Ἀηηηθ῵λ δηαηηεκάησλ αὐηόο ηε ἡδέσο 
ἐκεκλήκελ θαὶ ηνῖο θίινηο ὑκῖλ πξνζᾴδεηλ ἠμίνπλ, ὥζπεξ νἱ ηὰ βαξέα θνξηία 
θέξνληεο ἐλ ηαῖο ᾠδαῖο ἐπηθνπθίδνπζηλ αὑηνῖο ηὴλ ηαιαηπσξίαλ (N). ζὺ δέ 
κνη λῦλ κεῖδνλ ἐπνίεζαο δηὰ η῅ο ἔλαγρνο ἐπηζηνι῅ο ηὸ δένο θαὶ ηὸλ ἀγ῵λα 
ηῶ παληὶ ραιεπώηεξνλ ἔδεημαο, ἐλ ηαύηῃ παξὰ ηνῦ ζενῦ ηεηάρζαη κε ηῆ κεξίδη 
ιέγσλ, ἐλ ᾗ πξόηεξνλ Ἡξαθι῅ο θαὶ Δηόλπζνο ἐγελέζζελ θηινζνθνῦληεο 
ὁκνῦ θαὶ βαζηιεύνληεο θαὶ π᾵ζαλ ζρεδὸλ η῅ο ἐπηπνιαδνύζεο θαθίαο 
ἀλαθαζαηξόκελνη γ῅λ ηε θαὶ ζάιαηηαλ. θειεύεηο δὲ π᾵ζαλἀπνζεηζάκελνλ 
ζρνι῅ο ἔλλνηαλ θαὶ ῥᾳζηώλεο ζθνπεῖλ, ὅπσο η῅ο ὑπνζέζεσο ἀμίσο 
ἀγσληνύκεζα. εἶηα ἐπ̓ αὐηνῖο η῵λ λνκνζεη῵λ κέκλεζαη, Σόισλνο, Πηηηαθνῦ, 
Λπθνύξγνπ, θαὶ ηνύησλ ἁπάλησλ κείδνλα ρξ῅λαη παξ' ἡκ῵λ ιέγεηο ηνὺο 
ἀλζξώπνπο ἐλδίθῃ λῦλ πεξηκέλεηλ. (N). (I earnestly desire to fulfil your hopes 
of me even as you express them in your letter, but I am afraid I shall fall short 
of them, since the expectations you have raised both in the minds of others, 
and still more in your own, are beyond my powers. There was a time when I 
believed that I ought to try to rival men who have been most distinguished for 
excellence, Alexander, for instance, or Marcus; but I shivered at the thought 
and was seized with terror lest I should fail entirely to come up to the courage 
of the former, and should not make even the least approach to the latter's 
perfect virtue. With this in mind I convinced myself that I preferred a life of 
leisure, and I both gladly recalled the Attic manner of living, and thought 
myself to be in sweet accord with you who are my friends, just as those who 
carry heavy burdens lighten their labour by singing (N). But by your recent 
letter you have increased my fears, and you point to an enterprise in every 
way more difficult. You say that God has placed me in the same position as 
Heracles and Dionysus of old who, being at once philosophers and kings, 
purged almost the whole earth and sea of the evils that infested them. You bid 
me shake off all thought of leisure and inactivity that I may prove to be a good 
soldier worthy of so high a destiny (N).) 
THE BUCKINGHAM JOURNAL OF LANGUAGE AND LINGUISTICS 
VOLUME 7 
 7 
   (Letter to Themistius the philosopher 253a-254a) 
In this certain example Julian uses the rhetorical relation of contrast
13
 and 
through this tries to compare his opinion with Themistius' thought. Actually, 
Julian mentions that it is very difficult to fulfill his duties as he prefers more a 
life of leisure than political responsibilities. But Themistius has a different 
opinion as he supports that Julian ought to obey Gods because they granted 
him the same position as Heracles and Dionyssus. This parallelism gives more 
emphasis to Julian's duties. His opinion is expressed through the first person's 
personal pronoun (ἐγὼ) istead of Themistius thought which is expressed with 
the second person's personal pronoun (ζὺ).  Using this relation at the 
beginning of his speech Julian as a political producer tries to express his 
different thought as a background of his next argumentation. His political 
thought resorts to the above rhetorical organization as he wants to promote the 
Gods' role. Mainly, in the next example number (4) the rhetorical relation of 
antithesis
14
 interprates Julian's rhetorical practice.  
 
(4) νὕησ γὰξ ἐγὼ η῵λ ηε ἐιιεηκκάησλ εἴελ ἂλ ἀλεύζπλνο θαί, γελνκέλσλ 
ἁπάλησλ δεμη῵λ, εὐγλώκσλ ἂλ θαὶ κέηξηνο εἴελ, νὐθ ἀιινηξίνηο ἐκαπηὸλ 
ἔξγνηο ἐπηγξάθσλ (S), ηῶ ζεῶ δέ, ὥζπεξ νὖλ δίθαηνλ, πξνζαλαηεζεηθὼο 
ἅπαληα αὐηόο ηε εἴζνκαη θαὶ ὑκ᾵ο πξνηξέπσ ηὴλ ράξηλ εἰδέλαη (N).  (For thus 
I shall be free from responsibility for my shortcomings, and if everything 
turns out favourably I shall be discreet and moderate, not putting my name to 
the deeds of other men (S), but by giving God the glory for all, as it is right, it 
is to Him that I shall myself feel gratitude and I urge all of you to feel the 
same (N).) 
    (Letter to Themistius the philosopher 267b) 
 
It seems that Julian knows very well what he wants to say from the 
beginning his speech and for this reason example (3) operates as a background 
of his rhetorical structure. In example (3) the supplanting and undermining of 
political ego is achieved through the relation of antithesis. This time the 
political ego does not compare with other entities, but gives its place to Gods. 
Julian sets gods in the nucleus as he wants to promote them as the only 
support for the empire's fortune. Through the certain relations (contrast and 
antithesis) Julian promotes himself as a personality who does not have 
ambitions and takes the gods into consideration before everything he does. In 
this way Julian as a text producer shows that he respects gods and his political 
mission can be relied only on them. 
                                                     
13
 In this rhetorical relation we have two alternative views compared in both nuclei. 
14
 In this relation we have ideas favored by the author in the satellite and ideas 
disfavored by the author in the nucleus. 
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After the above analysis in Julian's letters we can draw some conclusions 
about the way he organizes his speech because of his political and ideological 
intentionality. Ιn examples (1) and (2) Julian uses the rhetorical relations of  
elaboration and justification and in the examples (3) and (4) uses the 
rhetorical relations of contrast and antithesis. These relations give him the 
ability to promote his ideas because of their argumentative character. In the 
Letter to the Senate and the People of Athens he uses the relations of 
elaboration and justification as he must persuade them that the basic opponent 
of his political ideology is Constantius, as he is a hazardous and criminal 
personality. In the Letter to Themistius the philosopher the rhetorical relations 
of contrast and antithesis operate as a means for showing his different way of 
thinking about the fact that he is the emperor of the Byzantine empire and he 
must fulfill his duties coming up to public expectations. 
Analyzing these letters, we realize that even though Julian wanted to gain 
the throne and become emperor, when he made it, he could not believe that 
there are no enemies anymore and his only enemy is he himself as it was 
going to be proven in the route of history. It was the psychological instability 
that made him intolerant with everything that could not be compatible with his 
opinion. 
 
3. ΙNTERTEXTUALITY 
 
At this point, the way that intertextualistic sources are included into 
Julian's letters is going to be examined in order to define their new rhetorical 
functions. 
 
(5) θαὶ γὰξ νὐδὲ ἄιινο ηηο παξ῅λ η῵λ δνθνύλησλ εὔλσο ἔρεηλ ἐκνί, 
Νεβξίδηνο δέ, Πεληάδηνο, Δεθέληηνο, ὁ παῤ αὐηνῦ πεκθζεὶο ἐπ̓ αὐηὸ ηνῦην 
Κσλζηαληίνπ. ιέγνληνο δέ κνπ ρξ῅λαη πεξηκέλεηλ ἔηη Λνπππηθῖλνλ θαὶ 
Φισξέληηνλ, νὐδεὶο ἤθνπζελ, ἀιἰ ἔιεγνλ πάληεο ηνὐλαληίνλ ὅηη δεῖ πνηεῖλ, εἰ 
κὴ βνύινκαη ηαῖο πξνιαβνύζαηο ὑπνςίαηο ὥζπεξ ἀπόδεημηλ θαὶ ηεθκήξηνλ 
ηνῦην πξνζζεῖλαη. εἶηα πξνζέζεζαλ ὡο ''Νῦλ κὲλ ἐθπεκθζέλησλ αὐη῵λ ζόλ 
ἐζηη ηὸ ἔξγνλ, ἀθηθνκέλσλ δὲ ηνύησλ νὐ ζνὶ ηνῦην, ἀιἰ ἐθείλνηο ινγηεῖηαη 
Κσλζηάληηνο, ζὺ δὲ ἐλ αἰηίᾳ γελήζῃ''. γξάςαη δή κε ἔπεηζαλ αὐηῶ, κ᾵ιινλ δὲ 
ἐβηάζαλην. πείζεηαη κὲλ γὰξ ἐθεῖλνο, ᾧπεξ ἔμεζηη θαὶ κὴ πεηζζ῅λαη, βηάδεζζαη 
δὲ νἷο ἂλ ἐμῆ, ηνῦ πείζεηλ νὐδὲλ πξνζδένληαη. νὔθνπλ νὐδὲ νἱ βηαζζέληεο η῵λ 
πεπεηζκέλσλ εἰζίλ, ἀιιὰ η῵λ ἀλαγθαζζέλησλ. (And indeed there was no one 
there belonging to the party supposed to be friendly to me, but only Nebridius, 
Pentadius, and Decentius, the latter of whom had been despatched for this 
very purpose by Constantius. And when I replied that we ought to wait still 
longer for Lupicinus and Florentius, no one listened to me, but they all 
declared that we ought to do the very opposite, unless I wished to add this 
further proof and evidence for the suspicions that were already entertained 
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about me. And they added this argument: “If you send away the troops now it 
will be regarded as your measure, but when the others come Constantius will 
give them not you the credit and you will be held to blame.” And so they 
persuaded or rather compelled me to write to him. For he alone may be said 
to be persuaded who has the power to refuse, but those who can use force 
have no need to persuade as well; then again where force is used there is no 
persuasion, but a man is the victim of necessity. ) 
  (Letter to the Senate and the People of Athens 283c - 283d) 
 
Ιn this example, Julian tries to persuade the Senate and the People of 
Athens that everything he did was after the soldiers' urge. In this way it could 
be said that the intertextualistic source (ἀλλ̓ ἔλεγον πϊντεσ τοὐναντύον ὅτι 
δεῖ ποιεῖν, εἰ μὴ βούλομαι ταῖσ προλαβούςαισ ὑποψύαισ ὥςπερ ἀπόδειξιν 
καὶ τεκμόριον τοῦτο προςθεῖναι. εἶτα προςϋθεςαν ὡσ Νῦν μὲν 
ἐκπεμφθϋντων αὐτ῵ν ςόν ἐςτι τὸ ἔργον, ἀφικομϋνων δὲ τούτων οὐ ςοὶ 
τοῦτο, ἀλλ̓ ἐκεύνοισ λογιεῖται Κωνςτϊντιοσ, ςὺ δὲ ἐν αἰτύᾳ γενόςῃ) is used 
as a background to Julian's argumentation. Julian incorporates the 
intertextualistic source in both ways; either with indirect speech (ὅτι δεῖ 
ποιεῖν) and neutral speech verb (ἔλεγον) or with discourse signaling (εἶτα 
προςϋθεςαν) in direct speech (ὡσ ''Νῦν μὲν ἐκπεμφθϋντων αὐτ῵ν ςόν 
ἐςτι τὸ ἔργον, ἀφικομϋνων δὲ τούτων οὐ ςοὶ τοῦτο, ἀλλ̓ ἐκεύνοισ λογιεῖται 
Κωνςτϊντιοσ, ςὺ δὲ ἐν αἰτύᾳ γενόςῃ''.) in order to give more information 
about the soldiers' additional argumentation as it gives information about 
what Julian passed through in Galatia and in Milan and legitimizes every 
decision he made trying to find a solution to strategy problems. 
 
(6) Μεῖδνλ ἔκνηγε θαίλεηαη ηὸ βαζηιεύεηλ ἢ θαἠ ἄλζξσπνλ θαὶ θύζεσο 
δεῖζζαη δαηκνλησηέξαο βαζηιεύο, ὥζπεξ νὖλ θαὶ Πιάησλ ἔιεγε. θαὶ λῦλ 
Ἀξηζηνηέινπο εἰο ηαὐηὸ ζπληείλνληα παξαγξάςσ ιόγνλ, νὐ γιαῦθα Ἀζελαίνηο 
ἄγσλ, ἀιἰ ὅηη κὴ παληάπαζηλ ἀκει῵ η῵λ ἐθείλνπ ιόγσλ ἐπηδεηθλύκελνο. θεζὶ 
δὲ ὁ ἀλὴξ ἐλ ηνῖο πνιηηηθνῖο ζπγγξάκκαζηλ15. „Εἰ δὲ δή ηηο ἄξηζηνλ ζείε ηὸ 
βαζηιεύεζζαη ηαῖο πόιεζη, π῵ο ἕμεη ηὰ πεξὶ η῵λ ηέθλσλ; πόηεξνλ θαὶ ηὸ γέλνο 
δεῖ βαζηιεύεηλ; ἀιιὰ γηγλνκέλσλ ὁπνῖνί ηηλεο ἔηπρνλ, βιαβεξόλ.‟ „ἀιιὰ νὐ 
παξαδώζεη θύξηνο ὢλ ηνῖο ηέθλνηο; ἀιἰ νὐθ ἔηη ῥᾴδηνλ ηνῦην πηζηεῦζαη. 
ραιεπὸλ γὰξ θαὶ κείδνλνο ἀξεη῅ο ἢ θαη ̓ ἀλζξσπίλελ θύζηλ.‟ ἑμ῅ο δὲ πεξὶ ηνῦ 
θαηὰ λόκνλ ιεγνκέλνπ βαζηιέσο δηεμειζώλ, ὡο ἐζηὶλ ὑπεξέηεο θαὶ θύιαμ η῵λ 
λόκσλ, θαὶ ηνῦηνλ νὐδὲ βαζηιέα θαι῵λ, νὐδὲ ηὸλ ηνηνῦηνλ εἶδνο πνιηηείαο 
νἰόκελνο, πξνζηίζεζη. „Πεξὶ δὲ η῅ο πακβαζηιείαο θαινπκέλεο, αὕηε δ̓ἐζηὶ θαζ̓ 
ἣλ ἄξρεη πάλησλ θαηὰ ηὴλ αὑηνῦ βνύιεζηλ ὁ βαζηιεύο, δνθεῖ ηηζηλ νὐδὲ θαηὰ 
θύζηλ εἶλαη ηὸ θύξηνλ ἕλα πάλησλ εἶλαη η῵λ πνιηη῵λ. ηνῖο γὰξ ὁκνίνηο θύζεη ηὸ 
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αὐηὸ δίθαηνλ ἀλαγθαῖνλ εἶλαη.‟ εἶηα κεἠ ὀιίγνλ θεζίλ. „Ὁ κὲλ νὖλ ηὸλ λνῦλ 
θειεύσλ ἄξρεηλ δνθεῖ θειεύεηλ ἄξρεηλ ηὸλ ζεὸλ θαὶ ηνὺο λόκνπο.  ὁ δὲ 
ἄλζξσπνλ θειεύσλ „πξνζηίζεζη θαὶ ζεξία. ἥ ηε γὰξ ἐπηζπκία ηνηνῦηνλ θαὶ ὁ 
ζπκὸο ὃο δηαζηξέθεη θαὶ ηνὺο ἀξίζηνπο ἄλδξαο. δηόπεξ ἄλεπ ὀξέμεσο ὁ λνῦο 
λόκνο ἐζηίλ.‟ ὁξᾶο, ὁ θηιόζνθνο ἔνηθελ ἐληαῦζα ζαθ῵ο ἀπηζηνῦληη θαὶ 
θαηεγλσθόηη η῅ο ἀλζξσπίλεο θύζεσο. θεζὶ γὰξ νὕησ ῥήκαηη ηνῦην ιέγσλ. 
νὐδεκίαλ ἀμηόρξεσλ εἶλαη θύζηλ ἀλζξσπίλελ πξὸο ηνζαύηελ ηύρεο ὑπεξνρήλ. 
νὔηε γὰξ η῵λ παίδσλ ηὸ θνηλῆ ηνῖο πνιίηαηο ζπκθέξνλ πξνηηκ᾵λ ἄλζξσπόλ γε 
ὄληα ῥᾴδηνλ ὑπνιακβάλεη, θαὶ πνιι῵λ ὁκνίσλ ἄξρεηλ νὐ δίθαηνλ εἶλαί θεζη, 
θαὶ ηέινο ἐπηζεὶο ηὸλ θνινθ῵λα ηνῖο ἔκπξνζζελ ιόγνηο λόκνλ κὲλ εἶλαί θεζη 
ηὸλ λνῦλ ρσξὶο ὀξέμεσο, ᾧ κόλῳ ηὰο πνιηηείαο ἐπηηξέπεηλ ρξ῅λαη, ἀλδξ῵λ δὲ 
νὐδελί16. ὁ γὰξ ἐλ αὐηνῖο λνῦο, θἂλ ὦζηλ ἀγαζνί, ζπκπέπιεθηαη ζπκῶ θαὶ 
ἐπηζπκίᾳ, ζεξίνηο ραιεπσηάηνηο. (To me, at any rate, it seems that the task of 
reigning is beyond human powers, and that a king needs a more divine 
character, as indeed Plato too used to say. And now I will write out an 
excerpt from Aristotle to the same effect, not “bringing owls to the 
Athenians,” but in order to show you that I do not entirely neglect his 
writings. In his political treatises he says: “Now even if one maintain the 
principle that it is best for cities to be governed by a king, how will it be about 
his children? Ought his children to succeed him? And yet if they prove to be 
no better than anybody else, that would be a bad thing for the city. But you 
may say, though he has the power he will not leave the succession to his 
children? It is difficult indeed to believe that he will not; for that would be too 
hard for him, and demands a virtue greater than belongs to human nature.” 
And later on, when he is describing a so-called king who rules according to 
law, and says that he is both the servant and guardian of the laws, he does not 
call him a king at all, nor does he consider such a king as a distinct form of 
government; and he goes on to say: “Now as for what is called absolute 
monarchy, that is to say, when a king governs all other men according to his 
own will, some people think that it is not in accordance with the nature of 
things for one man to have absolute authority over all the citizens; since those 
who are by nature equal must necessarily have the same rights.” Again, a 
little later he says: “It seems, therefore, that he who bids Reason rule is really 
preferring the rule of God and the laws, but he who bids man rule, adds an 
element of the beast. For desire is a wild beast, and passion which warps even 
the best men. It follows, therefore, that law is Reason exempt from desire.” 
You see the philosopher seems here clearly to distrust and condemn human 
nature. For he says so in so many words when he asserts that human nature is 
in no case worthy of such an excess of fortune. For he thinks that it is too 
hard for one who is merely human to prefer the general weal of the citizens to 
his own children; he says that it is not just that one man should rule over 
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many who are his equals; and, finally, he puts the finishing stroke to what he 
has just said when he asserts that “law is Reason exempt from desire,” and 
that political affairs ought to be entrusted to Reason alone, and not to any 
individual man whatever. For the reason that is in men, however good they 
may be, is entangled with passion and desire, those most ferocious monsters.) 
   (Letter to Themistius the philosopher 260c-261d) 
 
Julian in this certain example appeals to Aristotle in order to prove his 
thought is right. Mainly, he puts the text from Aristotle into quotation giving 
the impression that he is of an honest character and he does not change Plato's 
speech; in this way Julian ensures the objectivity and the ability to prove. This 
intertextualistic source supports Julian's assertion about the way of governing. 
The quoting marks are combined with an assertive speech verb so as to 
interpret the intertextualistic source and display that the first person speaking 
appears to express his degree of conviction as far as the truth of his words is 
concerned. Lastly, it is obvious that Julian also uses the discourse signaling 
(πξνζηίζεζη) in order to define the position of the intertextualistic source in 
relation to other parts that follow. 
In general the incorporation of intertextualistic sources into two letters 
serves operations, such as background and proof. It was noted that Julian 
prefers more the neutral and assertive speech verbs in both letters. His goal in 
the Letter to the Senate and the People of Athens is to persuade them, 
legitimize his choices and create social and political groups that will follow 
them. Through the intertextualistic sources in his letter to Themistius, he tries 
to prove that he has a wide knowledge and prove everything he says. 
 
4. CONCLUSION  
 
To sum up, after studying the rhetorical relations in macrostructure and 
the intertextualistic sources it is clearly seen that text and context interact with 
each other and have favourable effects on the public. The main purpose of 
these letters is to serve the text producer's goal: persuasion and emphasizing 
on his positive aspects as a means of legitimizing his political choices. His 
ideological intentionality defines how he organizes his thought in order to 
promote himself and cause harm to everyone who subverts and opposes him. 
Speech acts, rhetorical relations and recontextualized, intertextualistic sources 
are united to the orator's benefit. Two letters with different content and 
different rhetorical relations and intertextualistic operations support a 
common goal, to promote Julian as an emperor who strives for public 
wellfare, has self-awareness and is not arrogant. 
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